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OPINION 1111 

LEUCOSPIS GIGAS FABRICIUS, 1793 (HYMENOPTERA, 
LEUCOSPIDAE) CONSERVED UNDER THE PLENARY 
POWERS 

RULING.- (1) Under the plenary powers the following 
specific names are hereby suppressed for the purposes of the Law of 
Priority but not for those of the Law of Homonymy: 

(a) lugdunaea de la Tourette, 1780, as published in the 
binomen Cinips [sic\ lugdunaea; 

(b) gallica Villers, 1789, as published in the binomen 
Leucospis gallica . 

(2) The specific name gigas Fabricius, 1793, as published in 
the binomen Leucospis gigas, is hereby placed on the Official List 
of Specific Names in Zoology with the Name Number 2644. 

(3) The following specific names are hereby placed on the 
Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology 
with the Name Numbers specified ; 

(a) lugdunaea de la Tourette, 1780, as published in the 
binomen Cinips [s/c] lugdunaea, and as suppressed under 
the plenary powers in (1) (a) above (Name Number 
1039); 

(b) gallica Villers, 1789, as published in the binomen 
Leucospis gallica, and as suppressed under the plenary 
powers in (1) (b) above (Name Number 1040). 

HISTORY OF THE CASE Z.N.(S.) 2038 

An application for the conservation of Leucospis gigas 
Fabricius, 1793, was first received from Dr Z. Boucek 
(Commonwealth Institute of Entomology, London) on 7 March 
1973. It was sent to the printer on 2 April 1973 and printed on 10 
October 1973 in Bull zool Nom. vol. 30: 124—125. Public notice 
of the possible use of the plenary powers in the case was given in 
the same part of the Bulletin as well as to the prescribed serials 
(Constitution Article 12b) and to nine entomological serials. The 
application was supported by Dr B.D. Burks (Systematic 
Entomology Laboratory USDA, Washington D.C. 20560, USA) 
(Bull vol. 31: 116) and by Dr G. Viggiani (Istituto diEntomologia 
Agraria, Portici, Italy). No adverse comment was received. 


Bull. zool. Nomencl. vol. 35, part 2, October 1978 



102 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 


DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

On 22 November 1977 the members of the Commission were 
invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule on Voting Paper 
(77)22 for or against the proposals set out in Bull zool Nom. voL 
30: 124. At the close of the voting period on 22 February 1978 the 
state of the voting was as follows: 

Affirmative Votes - seventeen (17) received in the following 
order: Melville, Holthuis, Eisenmann, Alvarado, Vokes, Sabrosky, 
Tortonese, Welch, Mroczkowski, Bayer, Corliss, Starobogatov, 
Cogger, Dupuis, Heppeil, Ride, Nye 

Negative Votes - none (0) 

Leave of Absence - Bemardi. 

Late affirmative votes were received from Brinck and Habe. 
No voting papers were returned by Binder, Kraus and Willink. 

The following comments were sent in by members with then- 
voting papers: 

Holthuis: “As the 18th century method of citing the specific 
name in parentheses after the generic name in a Latin diagnosis has 
been considered an available method in binominal nomenclature 
(De Geer, 1772—1778, in his Memoires pour servir a Vhistoire des 
Insectes used this method, and his specific names are considered 
available), it seems best also to suppress the name Cinips [s/cj 
lugdunaea de la Tourette, 1780, for the purposes of the Law of 
Priority but not for those of the Law of Homonymy.” 

Sabrosky: “My only question is whether ‘ Cinips [s/c] 
lugdunaea ’ should be credited to Tourette, 1780, rather than to 
Gmelin. I have seen works in which the parenthetical insertion 
showed the specific name. Tourette’s paper should be examined to 
see if that was the format, and, if so, if he was consistently 
binominal. This is a technical detail that will not affect the object 
of conserving gigas. ” 

Since Dr Boucek had originally applied for the suppression of 
Cynips lugdunaea Gmelin, 1790, the above comments showed that 
it was necessary to verify whether Cinips [s/c] lugdunaea de la 
Tourette, 1780 was an available name (and in particular whether it 
met the requirements for a binominal name), and whether his and 
Gmeiin’s names represented the same nominal species. 

De la Tourette’s paper (1780, Mem. Math. Phys., vol. 9: 
730-746) is entirely devoted to the description of this one species. 
There is, therefore, no internal basis for answering Dr Sabrosky’s 
question as to whether the work is consistently binominal or not; 
but as both Dr Holthuis and Dr Sabrosky remark, the practice of 
citing a specific name in parentheses between the generic name and 
the specific description is widespread among early authors whose 
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works have always been accepted as binominal without question. 
The presumption here must, therefore, be in de la Tourette’s 
favour. Furthermore, as the name is associated with a 16-page 
description and with illustrations, its availability is not in doubt. 

On the second point, de la Tourette’s Latin summary reads 
“Cinips (lugdunaea) nigra, maculis luteis notata, femoribus posticis 
globosis, margine inferiore dentatis, aculei triplici super abdomen 
recurrato” [sic; the French translation reads “recourbee”, so 
“recurvato” is clearly intended]. Gmelin’s entry (1790, Syst, Nat., 
ed. 13: 2653) begins “ Cynips lugunaea C. nigra luteo maculata.. 
and is otherwise the same as de la Tourette’s, word for word, except 
that the misprint “recurrato” is corrected to “recurvato”. It is 
followed by a reference to de la Tourette’s paper. There is therefore 
no room for doubt: both authors deal with the same nominal 
species and it is de la Tourette’s name that must be suppressed. 

ORIGINAL REFERENCES 

The following are the original references for the names placed 
on an Official List and an Official Index by the ruling given in the 
present Opinion: 

gallica, Leucospis, Villers, 1789, Caroli Linnaei Entomologia, vol. 3: 

261 

gigas, Leucospis, Fabricius, 1793, Entomologia systematica, vol. 2: 
245 

lugdunaea, Cinips [s/c], de la Tourette, 1780, Mem. Math. Phys. 

Acad. Sci. Paris, vol. 9: 730—746, pi. 1. 

CERTIFICATE 

I certify that the votes cast on voting paper (77) 22 were cast 
as set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper 
has been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the 
decision so taken, being the decision of the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the 
present Opinion No. 1111. 

R.V. MELVILLE 
Secretary 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

London 
28th April 1978 


